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bstract Purpose: With the Internet quickly becoming a new arena for social interaction, it has also become
a growing venue for bullying among youth. The purpose of the present study was to contrast the
prevalence of Internet bullying with physical and verbal bullying among elementary, middle, and
high school boys and girls, and to examine whether key predictors of physical and verbal bullying
also predicted Internet bullying.
Methods: As part of an ongoing, statewide bullying prevention initiative in Colorado, 3,339 youth
in Grades 5, 8, and 11 completed questionnaires in 78 school sites during the fall of 2005, and
another 2,293 youth in that original sample participated in a follow-up survey in 65 school sites in
the spring of 2006. Questionnaires included measures of bullying perpetration and victimization,
normative beliefs about bullying, perceptions of peer social support, and perceptions of school
climate.
Results: The highest prevalence rates were found for verbal, followed by physical, and then by
Internet bullying. Physical and Internet bullying peaked in middle school and declined in high
school. Verbal bullying peaked in middle school and remained relatively high during high school.
Males were more likely to report physical bullying than females, but no gender differences were
found for Internet and verbal bullying. All three types of bullying were significantly related to
normative beliefs approving of bullying, negative school climate, and negative peer support.
Conclusions: Preventive interventions that target school bullying by changing norms about bul-
lying and school context may also impact Internet bullying, given the shared predictors. © 2007
Society for Adolescent Medicine. All rights reserved.
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Bullying is a form of aggression involving intentional
nd harmful behavior marked by repeated engagement and
n asymmetric physical or psychological power relationship
1–3]. The specific type of harmful behavior can vary con-
iderably; previous studies of children’s bullying have con-
idered a range of diverse behaviors including name calling,
aying mean things, destruction or taking of property, de-
anding money, social exclusion, hitting, and kicking [4].
hat brands these behaviors as bullying rather than aggres-

ion is that they occur repeatedly, typically involving a
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eaker victim within the context of an ongoing social in-
eraction [5]. As such, research examining the prevalence,
redictors, and prevention of bullying largely has examined
his behavior as it unfolds within a specific social context.
or children, schools have been the primary context for
tudying bullying behavior [2,6–9].

Over the last decade, interest in understanding and pre-
enting bullying among school children in the U.S. and
nternationally has surged [6,10]. Such interest coincides
ith a growing awareness of the detrimental consequences
f being bullied on children’s well-being as well as the
ecognition that bullying is a significant problem in schools
1]. Still, prevalence rates vary as a function of how bully-
ng is measured, what type of bullying (e.g., physical vs.

erbal) is assessed, the age of respondents, and the country

rights reserved.
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here the study takes place. Reported perpetration and
ictimization rates typically range from 10% of students
eporting physical bullying or victimization to more than
0% reporting indirect bullying or victimization involving
easing, name calling, spreading rumors, or verbal aggres-
ion [11,12].

Because bullying has been framed as a schoolyard issue,
he focus of research has largely been on bullying in
chools—whether in the classroom, locker room, hallway,
r bathroom—based on the assumption that personal con-
act is a prerequisite to bullying. Yet, in recent years, tech-
ology has transformed the landscape of children’s social
ives. With an estimated 45 million children between the
ges of 10 and 17 in the U.S. alone using the Internet every
ay, social interactions have increasingly moved from per-
onal contact in the school room to virtual contact in the
hat room, and Internet bullying has emerged as a new and
rowing form of social cruelty. Such bullying is clearly not
hysical in nature and has more in common with verbal
ullying. Intimidation is quickly being augmented by hu-
iliation, destructive messages, gossip, slander, and other

irtual taunts communicated through e-mail, instant mes-
aging, chat rooms, and blogs [13]. The Internet has become
new arena for social interactions, allowing children and

outh to say and do things with a certain degree of ano-
ymity and limited oversight by adult monitors. Internet
ullying, as defined here, refers to the willful use of the
nternet as a technological medium through which harm or
iscomfort is intentionally and repeatedly inflicted through
ndirect aggression that targets a specific person or group of
ersons.

The purpose of the present study is to contrast the prev-
lence of Internet bullying with physical and verbal bullying
mong 5th, 8th, and 11th grade boys and girls and to examine
hether key predictors of physical and verbal bullying also
redict Internet bullying. The focus is on youth involvement
n such bullying as perpetrators, not victims. Perhaps be-
ause this type of bullying has unfolded on the fringes of the
dult radar screen, it has only recently been considered in
tudies of bullying among children and youth. Relatively
ittle is known about the prevalence of Internet bullying and
ow this compares with other types of bullying for boys and
irls across different ages. Little is also known about
hether Internet bullying is predicted (and potentially pre-
ented) by the same types of factors that have been linked
o physical and verbal bullying in schools [13]. To date,
nformation on the prevalence of Internet bullying comes
rimarily from anecdotal reports and a limited number of
outh surveys. Findings suggest that Internet bullying and
ictimization rates are around 25% [13,14]. This is higher
han physical bullying rates but lower than indirect bullying
ates from most school-based prevalence studies. Very few
tudies have examined age and gender differences for In-
ernet bullying, although overall bullying appears to peak

uring early adolescence, with verbal bullying remaining b
igh throughout the adolescent years. Furthermore boys are
ore likely to engage in physical bullying than girls [1].
Even fewer studies have examined the correlates and

redictors of Internet bullying and whether these are similar
r distinct from factors linked to bullying in schools. Over-
ll, predictors of physical and verbal bullying are quite
imilar to predictors of aggression more generally. However
tudies of the etiology and prevention of bullying have
mphasized a smaller set of predictors reflecting the social
nd normative context of bullying within peer networks and
chool settings [10]. Two important predictors linked to
ullying in both prediction and prevention studies are stu-
ent perceptions of the acceptability (or moral approval) of
ullying and student perceptions that school is an unsup-
ortive context in which peers and adults cannot be trusted.

Bullying is behavior that is harmful to others and falls
ithin the domain of behaviors with moral consequences:

ndorsement of the acceptability of bullying is akin to moral
pproval because harm to others is considered to be a key
lement of moral reasoning [15]. A consistent finding in
oth the aggression and bullying literature is that children
ho endorse normative beliefs supporting such behavior are
ore likely to be perpetrators [2,15–17]. A peer and school

ulture that supports bullying is more likely to have indi-
iduals who view this behavior as acceptable, further in-
reasing normative support for bullying. Indeed a primary
mphasis of many school-based bullying prevention pro-
rams is to change the normative climate so that bullying is
een as unacceptable [6,10].

Besides normative climate, several studies have exam-
ned the impact of various contextual characteristics of
chools on bullying perpetration and victimization. For ex-
mple, increases in student bullying over time are more
ikely in high-conflict, disorganized schools than in low-
onflict, harmonious schools [18]. Low levels of supervi-
ion within school settings have also been associated with
igher rates of bullying [19]. Disciplinary harshness, safety
roblems, and negative peer interactions have also been
inked to behavior problems and bullying [20]. The influ-
nce of peers is particularly noteworthy. Within the school
etting, peers can escalate bullying through encouragement
nd validation [21]. However, just as peers can enable bully-
ng, they can also provide a supportive social context that
ncourages acceptance, belonging, and trust; many effective
ullying prevention programs encourage students helping
ther students to form positive peer support systems [2,6].

If students believe that bullying is acceptable and if they
eel disconnected and unsupported at school and by peers,
hey should be more likely to engage in all types of bullying
ehavior, including Internet bullying. However because
oth verbal and Internet bullying can occur behind the
ictim’s back with a greater degree of anonymity than with
hysical bullying, both the prevalence and predictors of
nternet bullying are expected to be more similar to verbal

ullying than to physical bullying.



M

l
s
i
I
T
D
r
b
a
p
r

b
a
b
t
i
v
c
c
m
s
c
f
p
p
a
2
a
y
y
f
i
a

P

t
i
D
t
y
s
c
y
c
a
a
e
r
w
(

s
a
s
t
s
h
t
g
c
f
v
s

P

o
t
p
y
u
s
u
i
6
c
r
c
s
t
t
t
(
y
c
l

T
D

D

R
U
5
8
1
M
F
W
L
A
A
N
R

i

S16 K.R. Williams and N.G. Guerra / Journal of Adolescent Health 41 (2007) S14–S21
ethods

Data for the present research were collected as part of a
arger study evaluating a statewide initiative in Colorado to
trengthen the skills and willingness of youth and adults to
ntervene in bullying situations. The Bullying Prevention
nitiative (BPI) is a 3-year, $8.6-million initiative funded by
he Colorado Trust, a private grant-making foundation in
enver, Colorado. The grantees funded by this initiative

epresent school districts, individual schools, or community-
ased organizations, evenly split between rural and urban
reas of the state and responsible for implementing bullying
revention programming in 78 schools across 40 of Colo-
ado’s 64 counties.

The larger BPI evaluation will provide an empirically-
ased understanding of bullying and bystander behavior
mong youth, including an increased awareness of this
ehavior, social cognitive processes involved in the preven-
ion of bullying, the social context surrounding bullying
ncidents, and the involvement of adults and youth in pre-
enting such incidents. These issues are being addressed by
ollecting survey data from youth and adults in schools,
ollecting data from grantees concerning program imple-
entation, and conducting a supplemental qualitative study

eeking to acquire in-depth information from adults about
hallenges and successes in program implementation and
rom youth in terms of their awareness of the bullying
revention programs and their perceived effectiveness. A
re–post survey design collects data from youth in the fall
nd the spring of 3 academic years (2005–2006, 2006–
007, and 2007–2008) within the 78 schools. This design
llows the assessment of single year changes in individual
outh and contextual (school level) changes over the full 3
ears of the BPI. All instruments developed to collect data
rom youth were piloted in the summer of 2005 before full
mplementation in the fall of that year, with all indices having
cceptable reliabilities (i.e., alpha coefficients � .70).

articipants in the present study

The first year of the BPI was a start-up period for both
he prevention programming as well as the evaluation study
n refining its data collection instruments and procedures.
uring this year, 3,339 youth completed questionnaires in

he 78 school sites during the fall of 2005, and another 2,293
outh in that original sample participated in a follow-up
urvey in 65 school sites in the spring of 2006. Data were
ollected in 5th, 8th, and 11th grades, representing transition
ears in elementary, middle, and high schools. All data
ollection was conducted in compliance with the protocol
pproved by the human subjects review board, including
cquiring informed parental consent and youth ascent. To
nsure the quality of data and that school samples are
epresentative, a subsample of these first-year participants
as selected for the present analysis based on two criteria:
1) schools must have successfully completed both fall and w
pring data collection, and (2) consent and completion rates
t those schools must be 50% or greater. Applying these
election criteria yielded a subsample of 1,519 youth par-
icipating in both the fall and spring data collection, repre-
enting 46 school sites. As shown in Table 1, the subsample
as a greater percentage of rural participants, compared with
he total first-year sample, and a greater percentage of 5th

rade but a lower percentage of 11th grade participants,
ompared with the total first-year sample. The percentages
or the remainder of the demographic characteristics are
ery similar between the subsample and the total first-year
ample.

rocedures

Data were collected using two different electronic meth-
ds, with the choice of methods negotiated with schools in
erms of what was deemed best for their students. However
aper questionnaires were used by a small percentage of
outh absent the day for which data collection was sched-
led (4% of the total first-year sample and 1.6% of the
ubsample analyzed here). First, data collectors used a liq-
id crystal display projector to present questionnaire items
n classrooms of approximately 30 students or less (used by
1.7% of the students in this subsample). After the data
ollectors read each question aloud, youth used a wireless
esponse pad to enter their answers, which were automati-
ally recorded in an electronic database and linked to the
tudent identification code. The questionnaire was adminis-
ered in English or Spanish as needed, using standard back-
ranslation methods. Second, the questionnaire was adapted
o a web-based format linked to the electronic database
36.7% of students in this subsample used this method). The
outh web-based questionnaire was administered in school
omputer laboratories. Data collectors assisted youth in
ogging on to the password-protected questionnaire and

able 1
emographic characteristics of the total and subsample

emographic characteristic Subsample Total sample

ural 61.0% 46.0%
rban 39.0% 54.0%

th Grade 43.5% 31.3%
th Grade 48.2% 49.7%
1th Grade 08.3% 19.0%
ale 45.0% 46.0%

emale 55.0% 54.0%
hite, Non-Latino 62.0% 60.5%

atino 26.9% 28.1%
frican-American 06.4% 05.9%
sian-American 03.5% 04.0%
ative-American 01.2% 01.5%
educed-cost or free lunch 49.0% 53.1%

Note: Qualification for reduced-cost or free lunch was used as an
ndicator of socioeconomic status.
ere available for assistance as youth answered questions at
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heir own pace. No evidence was found that these different
ata collection procedures influenced responding.

easures

ullying perpetration. Items bearing on the perpetration
not victimization) of different types of bullying were
dapted from Espelage et al [22]. Youth were asked to
espond to the following four items: “I pushed, shoved,
ripped, or picked fights with students I know are weaker
han me”; “I teased or said mean things to certain students”;
I spread rumors about some students”; and “I told lies
bout some students through e-mail or instant messaging.”
umeric coding (in parentheses) and response options in-

luded (1) never, (2) one or two times, (3) several times, and
4) a lot. The first item was used to measure physical
ullying perpetration, and the second and third items were
ombined to measure verbal bullying perpetration. Internet
ullying perpetration was measured by the fourth item.
ven thought these items were used separately to identify
erpetrators of physical, verbal, and Internet bullying, they
orm a reliable measure when combined as a summary
ndex (alpha coefficient � .73).

As mentioned below, the appropriate temporal ordering
etween the predictors examined in this empirical analysis
nd these types of bullying perpetration requires using data
ollected in the fall of 2005 for the predictors and data
athered in the spring of 2006 for bullying perpetration.
herefore, the reference period for the four bullying items
as “since the school year began.” The distributions for

hese variables are highly skewed, with a high concentration
f participants scoring one (i.e., never) and a precipitous
ecline in the distribution of participants across the higher
cores. Hence these variables were dichotomized, with com-
arisons made between those participants who reported
ever engaging in these types of bullying (scoring 1) with
hose who reported doing so one or more times during the
chool year (scoring 2–4).

oral approval of bullying. Moral beliefs about bullying
erpetration and bystander involvement in bullying situa-
ions were assessed by asking participants to evaluate six
ifferent items on a four point Likert-type scale ranging
rom “really wrong” to “perfectly ok.” These items were
aken from the Normative Beliefs About Aggression Scale
15] and were modified slightly to refer to bullying instead
f aggression. The items included bullying perpetration as
entioned above (including Internet bullying), in addition

o items pertaining to negative bystander involvement, such
s encouraging others to fight smaller students or spread lies
nd rumors about them. These six items were summed to
onstruct a summary additive index (alpha coefficient �
93). The distribution on the index was positively skewed,
ut it had a clustering of cases at the high end of the
ontinuum of scores. The distribution of this measure was

djusted by sub-dividing it into six categories having ap- e
roximately equal distributions. High scorers indicate par-
icipants who approve bullying perpetration and negative
ystander behavior in general, not behavior-specific ap-
roval. Participants scoring low on this index disapprove of
ullying and negative bystander behavior in general. This
easure is appropriate given the emphasis on capturing the

ormative orientation of students about bullying overall, not
ehavior-specific moral beliefs.

chool climate. Student perceptions of school climate were
ssessed using the California School Climate Scale [23].
his measure contains nine items about teachers, school
taff and administrators, school policy, and a students’ per-
eived personal connection to the school. For example,
articipants were asked whether they disagree or agree with
tatements like “My teachers respect me,” “My teachers are
air,” or “Teachers at my school are nice people.” Other
tems addressed whether the principal in their school listens
o the ideas of students, whether students who break school
ules are treated fairly, and whether teachers and staff are
oing the right things to prevent bullying in general, not
pecific forms of bullying in the school. The nine items were
ummed to form an additive index (alpha coefficient � .84),
ith scores ranging from 9 to 36, given the response cate-
ories of the individual items. Respondents with high scores
erceived a positive school climate, whereas those with low
cores perceived a more negative school climate.

erceived peer support. This four-item scale focused on
ositive and negative qualities of peers as a source of social
upport. It was adapted from the Generalized Perception of
eers Scale [24]. Regardless of social context (e.g.,
chools), participants were asked to assess whether “stu-
ents their age” care about what happens to them, will help
hem in time of need, can be trusted, and are sensitive to
heir feelings. Response options range from “no, not at all”
o “yes, completely.” The four items were summed to form
n additive index, with scores ranging from a low of 4 to a
igh of 16, given the response categories for each of the
ndividual items. High scores indicated higher perceptions
f peers as supportive, whereas low scores indicated the
pposite view. The alpha coefficient for this scale was .79.

esults

The results presented below are arranged according to
he two primary research objectives of this analysis: (1) to
etermine the prevalence of Internet compared with verbal
nd physical bullying perpetration in this sample of youth,
nd (2) to determine whether predictors of Internet bullying
erpetration are similar to predictors of verbal and physical
ullying perpetration. The first objective is addressed sim-
ly by tabulating the distributions of the three forms of
ullying and examining whether these distributions vary by
ender and grade level (5th, 8th, and 11th grades). The

mpirical examination by gender and grade was done by
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stimating their effects on each form of bullying perpetra-
ion through logistic regression, given the dichotomous bul-
ying measures used.

The second objective is addressed by estimating the
ivariate relations between each of the three predictors and
he three forms of bullying perpetration. As noted above,
hese behavioral measures are dichotomized, differentiating
etween participants who report never perpetrating such
ehavior and those reporting they did so one or more times
uring the school year. Hence, the empirical relations were
stimated using logistic regression, similar to the estimation
f gender and grade level effects. The results of these
nalyses are presented in the text and in line graphs, where
he predicted probabilities of each bivariate equation are
lotted against the predictor variable respective to each
quation [25]. Statistical tests for the equality of estimated
oefficients across equations are also conducted. Such tests
etermine whether the estimated effects for Internet bullying
erpetration are significantly different from those of physical
nd verbal bullying perpetration (i.e., are such effects similar or
ifferent for the three forms of bullying). The following for-
ula was applied for these statistical tests [26]:

Z �
b1 � b2

�SEb1
2 � SEb2

2

revalence of bullying

Table 1 shows the distribution of Internet, physical, and
erbal bullying perpetration for the total sample of youth.
erbal bullying is clearly most prevalent for the total sam-
le, followed by physical bullying and then bullying via
-mail or instant messaging. In short, Internet bullying was
part of the behavioral repertoire of only a minority of

outh in this sample during the last school year, but its
revalence is nontrivial. These three types of bullying per-
etration are clearly interrelated, with ordinal associations
gamma coefficients) ranging from .66 for the relation be-
ween Internet and physical bullying to .87 for the relation
etween Internet and verbal bullying. However, distinctions
emain, as suggested by 24.8% of the sample refraining
rom any type of bullying, 37.9% engaging in only one type,
0.7% perpetrating two types, and only 6.6% self-reporting
nvolvement in all three types.

Logistic regression was used to estimate the effects of
ender and grade on each of the three forms of bullying
erpetration. No gender differences were found for Internet
nd verbal bullying, although such differences were pro-
ounced for physical bullying, with males being more than
wice as likely as females to report perpetrating such be-
avior (b � .79, odds ratio [OR] � 2.21, p � .00). Grade
as significantly related to all forms of bullying perpetra-

ion, with the estimated effect being literally identical be-

ween Internet and verbal bullying (b � .20, OR � 1.22, p
� .00), but substantially smaller for physical bullying (b �
08, OR � 1.09, p � .00).

Given these significant grade-level effects, the distribu-
ion by grade for verbal, physical, and Internet bullying
erpetration is also displayed in Table 2. About one third of
th-graders reported engaging in verbal bullying in the past
chool year, with the prevalence rates then peaking in 8th

rade and dropping off only slightly by 11th grade. A similar
attern holds for physical bullying as well, although the
revalence rates are lower than verbal bullying, especially
mong 5th and 11th-graders. A relatively small percentage of
th-graders reported engaging in Internet bullying, with the
istribution peaking in 8th grade and again declining slightly
mong 11th-graders.

redictors of bullying

oral approval of bullying. Figure 1 presents the results of
he logistic regressions in which the empirical relations
etween moral approval of bullying and verbal, physical,
nd Internet bullying perpetration were estimated. The re-
ults show that this predictor is significantly and positively
elated to all three forms of bullying as expected; that is,
eliefs endorsing bullying and negative bystander behavior
re associated with self-reported involvement in verbal,
hysical, and Internet bullying. Specifically, an increase in
ne of the six ordinal categories of the moral beliefs mea-
ure (see description of measure above) is associated with a
3% increase in the odds of verbal bullying (b � .36, OR �
.43, p � .00), a 27% increase in the odds of physical
ullying (b � .24, OR � 1.27, p � .00), and a 24% increase
n the odds of Internet bullying (b � .26, OR � 1.24, p �
00). However, the estimated effects for verbal bullying are
ignificantly greater than those of both physical and Internet
ullying (Z � 2.40 and Z � 2.34, p � .00, respectively), but
he difference between the estimated effects for physical
nd Internet bullying is not statistically significant. In short,
lthough moral beliefs approving of bullying and negative
ystander behavior are significantly and positively related to
ll three forms of bullying perpetration, the estimated ef-
ects for Internet bullying appear to be significantly lower
han for verbal bullying.

erceived school climate. The results of the logistic regres-
ions for perceived school climate are shown in Figure 2.
lso as expected, the line graph shows that the more youth

able 2
ercentage of youth self-reporting verbal, physical, and Internet bullying
erpetration, by grade

ype of
ullying

5th Grade 8th Grade 11th Grade Total sample

erbal 32.6% 78.5% 72.3% 70.7%
hysical 34.8% 44.6% 37.8% 40.3%
nternet 04.5% 12.9% 09.9% 09.4%
erceive themselves as connected to their schools, with the
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limate being trusting, fair, pleasant, etc. (i.e., a positive
chool climate), the lower is their self-reported involvement
n verbal, physical, and Internet bullying perpetration. An
ncrease of a single unit on the 9–36-point perceived school
limate index (see description of measure above) is associ-
ted with a 7% decline in the odds of physical bullying (b �
.07, OR � .93, p � .00), a 9% decline in the odds of

nternet bullying (b � �.10, OR � .91, p � .00), and a 10%

igure 1. Empirical relations between moral beliefs and the predicted pro
igure 2. Empirical relations between school climate and the predicted probabilit
ecline in the odds of verbal bullying (b � �.11, OR � .90,
� .00). Moreover, the difference between the estimated

ffects for Internet bullying and either physical bullying or
erbal bullying is not statistically significant.

erceived peer support. As displayed in Figure 3, youth
erceptions that friends their age are trustworthy, caring,
nd helpful are significantly associated with lower self-

of verbal, physical, and Internet bullying perpetration.
y of verbal, physical, and Internet bullying perpetration.
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eported participation in verbal, physical, and Internet bul-
ying. Again, these empirical relations were anticipated. A
ingle unit increase on the four- to 16-point index of per-
eived peer support (see description of measure above) is
ssociated with a 7% decline in the odds of physical bully-
ng (b � �.08, OR � .93, p � .00), with the estimated
ffects being greatest for Internet (b � �.14, OR � .87, p �
00) and verbal (b � �.15, OR � .86, p � .00) bullying.
imilar to the empirical relations between perceived school
limate and these three forms of bullying perpetration, the
stimated effects for Internet bullying are not significantly
ifferent from those of verbal or physical bullying.

ummary and conclusion

The findings on the prevalence of bullying perpetration
uggest that distributions vary by type, with verbal being
ost prevalent, followed by physical and then by Internet

ullying. Physical and Internet bullying peaked in 8th grade
nd declined in 11th grade, whereas verbal bullying peaked
n 8th grade and remained relatively high in the 11th grade.

ales were more likely than females to report physical
ullying perpetration. Consistent with the expectation that
nternet bullying and verbal bullying would share common
eatures, no gender differences were found for prevalence of
nternet and verbal bullying.

Three predictors of bullying were empirically examined.
ne reflects an individual’s normative orientation about the
oral acceptability of bullying—that is, whether such be-

igure 3. Empirical relations between perceived peer support and the pred
avior is right or wrong. However, the other two predictors d
apture perceptions of either the context in which youth
egularly participate (i.e., schools) or the nature of peers
ith whom youth regularly interact (i.e., students their age).
egardless, Internet bullying was significantly related to all

hree predictors, and these empirical relations were similar
o those of physical and verbal bullying, with the one ex-
eption of moral beliefs having a significantly greater pos-
tive estimated effect on verbal bullying than on Internet
ullying. These findings suggest that the causal pathways to
nternet bullying may not be unique; rather, it appears to
hare common causal pathways with other forms of bully-
ng, particularly verbal bullying.

Technological advances (e.g., Internet e-mail, web sites,
nd blogs) merely provide yet another venue through which
ullying among youth can occur. Indeed a limitation of the
urrent study is that we did not consider a wider range of
lectronic bullying methods such as picture cell phones and
ext messages. However preliminary evidence from the sec-
nd year of the larger study suggests that expanding the
cope of the Internet question does not make a major dif-
erence. Specifically, the second-year student survey added
ell phone text messaging and bullying on various websites.
he result was an Internet bullying prevalence rate of 13.6%

or the full pre-tested sample in year two, compared wtih
2.0% for the full pre-tested sample in year 1. These rates are
omparable to more recent estimates of Internet bullying
13.1%) based on only 84 adolescents 13–18 years of age [27].

The present study highlighted common predictors of

robability of verbal, physical, and Internet bullying perpetration.
ifferent types of bullying, including Internet bullying. The
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ndings suggest that preventive interventions can impact
hese diverse types of bullying by changing normative be-
iefs about the acceptability of bullying while simulta-
eously considering how to increase trust and support
mong peers and within the school setting. For schools, this
uggests a “whole school” approach to bullying prevention
hat facilitates changes in beliefs and behaviors toward
reater support, trust, and cohesion [6,10]. Furthermore, it is
mportant to consider additional potential predictors uniquely
inked to the anonymous nature of bullying via the Internet or
ther communication technologies (e.g., cell phone cam-
ras, text messaging) that may further enhance and under-
tanding of this behavior and thus preventive efforts in this
omain. Once again, however, the findings reported here
nderscore a critical point of this paper: Common social
orces influence the various ways in which bullying is ex-
ressed—through physical aggression, verbal aggression, or
ggression perpetrated through new communication tech-
ologies.
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